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Defendants have filed a motion, to dismiss or for summary judgment Plaintiff is 



seating mmseii; 
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507 (D.C Cif. 1988), the Court of Appeals held that a 



district court must fake pains to advise pro se plaintiffs of the consequences of 



ailing 



respond to a dispositive motion. 
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in. toe district conn granting the motion and dismissing the 



ease. r - Id- at 509. In addition,, the Courtis local rales state that "*[w}ithm 1 1 days of the date of 



service or at such other time as the court may direct, aa opposing party shall serve- and 



a memorandum of points and authorities in opposition to the motion [or] the court may treat the 



* '^needed.* L 



1 Civil Rule 7(b). 
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district court must mibrm.pm $e litigants that, on a motion for summary judgment s "any 



factual assertions m the movant $ affidavits will be accepted as being true unless [tlie opposing 
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party] submits Ms own. affidavits or other documentary evidence contradicting the assertion. 
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Id. at 456 (quoting Lewis v\ Faulkner, 689 F:2d 100, 1.02 (7th Cir. 1982). Under Rule 56(e) 
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Supporting and opposing affidavits shall be made on personal knowledge, shall set forth 
such facts as would be admissible in evidence, and shall show affirmatively that the affiant 
is competent to testify as to the matters stated therein. Sworn or certified copies of ail 
papers or parts thereof referred to in an affidavit shall be attached thereto or served 
therewith. The court may permit affidavits to be supplemented or opposed by depositions, 
answers to interrogatories, or further affidavits. When a motion for summary judgment- 
is made and supported as provided in this rule, an adverse party may not rest upon the 
mere allegations or denials in the adverse party* s response, but the adverse party' s 
response by affidavits or as otherwise provided in this rule, must set forth specific facts 
showing that there is a genuine issue for trial. If the adverse party does not so respond, 
summary judgment, if appropriate, shall be entered against the adverse party. 



Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(e). Thus, a party, such as the plaintiff, who is adverse to a motion for 
summary judgment must rebut the moving party' s affidavits with other affidavits or sworn 
statements; simple allegations that the moving party' s affidavits are inaccurate or incorrect are 
not sufficient. For these purposes, a verified complaint shall serve as an affidavit. See NeaL 



y*a ~%"*> 



/~5o. 



to advise plaintiff that he mmi respond to defendants 



sty 



m,i i^%.j.& a.*j£-« *-*J.w 



m conce 



V ■*= 



smiss 



co.se 



Sate: September 19, 2007 




Cci^fcQi 



bE3tfcL D ^M!iWte^3F2 fiitefifflifflffiffl p^^il^ 



* .. fl 



taifi 



v. 



} 
) 



Civil Action No. 07- J 007 (RCL1 



) 
) 



) 



01 



t s 



* ■ * 



entire record m this matter, it is by Hie Court 



n 



" ^ * 



* T-i 



*JL* J fi.>i.i XX* %J t t$ *JU?i.*| 



najo 



<1 iL^^i ,&Jl 



USP - Lewigbtiri 



C£©8skG6B7^1$$0e&3Wx D^Wfl^t 3 ? 2 Fl 



1f\js \JTZ77 $ f f &yZ\J\j 



W f%SPlW 




PUIFORY, 



v. 



umte11 state; 
por the »istr: 



©WARD R RHLLY. 



Defendants, 



) 
> 

> 

) Civil 

) 
) 



) 
) 
) 



"M"( — ■-■-■ h I n J ii u ai .t . 




MTJKE ALTERNATIVE. 




Edward F. Reilly, Cranston Mitchell, Patricia K. Cushwa, Deborah Spagnoli, Isaac 



Fulwood, Jr. ("Defeidante"), in their official edacities m 




?% 




respectfully move, praswaot 



state a 



iv. P. 12(b)(3) and (6), for dismissal of this action for improper venue and failure to 
which relief nay fee gr«itecL 



fa support of this motion, the Court is respectfully referred to die 



memorandum 



and authorities and to the entire reconi in this case. 



consistent with the relief sought herein is attached. 



Prose 



* j * ftr* ■* 



is hereby advised ihat failure to respond to a dispositive motion 



result in the district cowl granting the motion and dismissing the case. See Fox v. Strickland, 



37 FJd 507, 509 (D.C Cir. 1988). 
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MSMOSAMBUM OF POINTS AN» AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT 
EFENDANTS' MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT OR, 




Edward F, RdlJy, Cranstoa Mitchell, Patrick K\ Cashwa, IJeboraii Spagaoli, Ismc 
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capacities only, hereby submit this mfiraorantten of 



.points and authorities in support of their motion to dismiss,* Specifically, Defendants move to 
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complaint pursuant to fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(3) md (6). For Am reasons set forth 
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m its aatirety. 
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/>ro #e CPkmtifiT), Register Number 10595-007, is m inmate 
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s cchiyicikmi and sentence arose 
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with Fed. R. Civ, P. 4(i)(2)(A 
R, Civ. P. 4(i 
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a homicide thai ocraicred on August 2% 19 



t a? 1 ? 




argument with the victim that became physical. Exhibit 1, United States Parol© Cotmnfe 
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shotgun, which he brought back to the scene of altercation wrapped 



lev* 



* at * * 



Plaintiff's release oo parole arising torn an earlier homidde on April 6 f 1975. Plaintiff stabbed 



id! 



involved in a relationship with the victim, Exhibit 2, USPC MOA dated August 9, 200? 
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Plaintiff was eligible for initial parole on September 7, 2000 and a hearing was conducted 



on November 9, 2000. Tie USPC 



parole because Plaintiff fell within the numerical 



guidelines for parole denial Subsequent rehearings were conducted in 2002 and 2004 but pano 
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eligible for a presumptive release date within three years pursuant to 28 C.F.R. 2,75 and 



continued for a rehearing in 2006. In 2006 s the USPC amended i 
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guidelines for D.C Code 
initial hearings before the 
tehmnnm were conducted 
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Plaintiff's initial honing was reviewed under the Commission's original 1998 

ssion subsequently determined thai the 2000 
to all D.C. Code offenders who received their 
C.F.R, § 2. 80(a)(2OO3). Accordingly, Plaintiffs 
guidelines, which are currently found at 28 
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2010. 11* USPC added .that 



August 9, 2007, the USPC denied parole and continued a r^heariti 
a departure from Che numerical gmdelmes was wmtm 
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Board's <* 'Parole Board V 2 ) is a violation of the ex post facto clause of the Constitution. 



authority from the Parole Board (abolished August 5, 2000) to the USPC unto tie 1 997 
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(IXCX Cm 199-8). 
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adopted a revised version of the D.C prole regulations that had fc©en in effect since 1 9S7, 
28 CF.R. 1 2.70 (1999) (the USPC's statement of authority for its revisions to the now- 
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toaid were adopted by the OSPC with revisions which: (!) added 
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ility of each prisoner for 



e was calculated* an. 
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deling varisbte rdie&ring giideJiiie 
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The guidelines of the Parole Board, which were in effect from 1987 to 199; 
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413, 1415-17 (D.C Or, 1996), In 



Salient Factor Score and 




of a "Total Point Score" based on the prisoner's 



is. The prisoner's Total 



risk level presented by each prisoner. If the Total Point Score was two 



or less at 




i * • 



more 



granted parole. If the Total Point Score was three 



g, the prisoner would ordinarily he denied parole and the prisoner would 




At hearings, a score of three would indicate tfe 



t 
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ordinarily be granted, Similarly, under the USPC's 1998 rales, 4 a score of two points or less ; 
an initial hearing, or three points or km at a rehearing, would ordinarily result in a release on 
parole. 28 C.FJL Appendix §2,800) (2001), 

Because points were subtracted from die Total Point Score at refeafags for positive 
prison programming, a well-behaved prisoner with a high Total Point Score could work his 
score down to a three after one or more rehearkgs, fa the case where oarole was denied the 
continuance to a rehearing would be one year. 

However, the Parole Board had plenary discretion to override the 



». m + * 



parole notwithstanding a favorable Total Point Score, and to order a rehearing ("set off) after a 
much longer time than the ordinary one-year requirement Successive refaearings were no 



Because the 1 998 rule was adopted after My 1 , 
volume of 28 C.F.R, Similarly, the 2000 amendments do 
C JUL fa 2001 , the older version of the rule was moved to 
simplicity's sake, will therefore be to "28 CFJL §2.80 

C.FJL Appendix §2.80 (2001)'* (the 1998 versioo of the 






8, it does not appear in the 1 998 
appear until the 2001 volume of the 
i appendix to §2.80. Citations, for 
(the 2000 version of the rule) and 
d into the Appendix by 
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guarantee that parole would be granted, As explained in Eiiis, 84 F 34 at 1419, **„. under the 



«, * prisoner 



a low total 



score 



parole mil ess the Board, in the 



exmise of its discretion, believes there is some other reason for not grafting him parote, 



*> 



Factors to be c^sideied far denial of pa*ote uotwitibstoadiiig numerical guideline dictates are 

identical for both the Parole Board aad the USPC, Compare D.C. Code 24-204.22 to 28 C.F.R, 

* 

, As stated above, in the USPC's 1998 revisions to this guideline system, it added to tie 
Total Poiet Soorg soim additic^^l pomte that reflected th& degree of violoioe in the priroi%€r*$ 



currnit offense smd the number of violent crimes on the prisoner's prior record (i.e. the 



more 



violence, the higher the scare). The USPC also mepkoed the asmtial t ehsariitg guid 
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specific guideline mages to be followed in the case of parole denial However, the USPC 
retained the Parole Boards bask guideline for grants atd denials of parole, as well as the 
essential character of the Parole Board's guidelines as a risk-bassd measure of suitability for 
parote that applies as soon as a prison becosiss eligible for parole, 

The USPC's revised vmion of the guidelines described in FJil^ supra* effective August 
5, 1 998, was again mwed by the Cmmmmkm dfttifwe December 4, 2000, See 28 C JPit § 
2.80(2001), originally polished at 65 Federal Register 70663 (November 27, 2000), The 2000 



© pacing policies e&pms^ed te the 1991 



reneanng ranges 



ioesu bat oemv^rted the 



saner rate a Total Guideline Range to guide the USPC 1 
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revised guidelines convert the rehearing ranges into a single 
indicating the total prison time that may be served by the 



Assignment Table [contained in the prior rules] remains the 




achievement," which currently [i.e., under the prior rule] must he 

determined on a case-hy-case bask, in the goiiWtne range U 
Hence, inmates will now receive the benefit of having their 

inte 



The [rule] eliminates . . . the system of determining at each hearinf 
(based on the Total Point Score) whether the inmate qualifies for 
pai»le at that time. It substitutes the following decisioonii 



Under Step 1, a Base Guideline Range is determined from the Base 
Point Score, There is no change from the Base Point Score used in 
[Che previous rule], me time expected for the inmate to qualify 
f&rpmvle (assuming m» Mselplitmy infruciums and ouiinuiy 
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6S FedL Reg. at 70663 (emphasis ad* 
Plaintiff ecmnnenced this 42 U.S.C. 1983 action against Defendants in their official 
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his parole under the USPC's current regulations and guidelines rather than the defunct D.C. 

Parole Board's ("Parole Board**) abrogated rej 
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e Commission, Compt at *B23 and. 60. Plaintiff also a 
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date satisfied offense accountability for parole consideration purposes," Id. at 21, f2. 
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where a substantial part of the wests or omissions giving rise to the claim occurred. 



or a 



substantial part of property that is the subject of the action is situated, or (3) wtare the plwtiff 
resides if no ml property is involved in the action. 5 In this case. Plaintiff sets forth no 



venae can fee mammmed m this pS.mil district Plaintiff does not 
allege, let alone establish, that any Defendants in this action reside in the District of Columbia. 



oreover, Plaintiff received Ms challenged parole hearing at Ms place of incarceration in the 
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s parole occurred at 
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resolving amotion to disitsiss* ptasaant to Rule 12(bXG)» the court must construe the 
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Corp. v, Tmmbfy, 127 S. CL 1955, 1 965 (2007). Hie Court is limited to constderi 
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e court may ttte jmhcaa! wMe&, am! mattm of public ttsoani JEOC v. & JWft 

ier Pamekmi Sck, 1 17 F.3d 621, 624 (D.C. Cir. 1997). 



is reouir 



s to support bis allegation that the application of the USPC's regulati 
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Garner v. Jones, 529 U.S. 244, 251 (2000). This Circuit has already concluded 
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Fletcher v. Jteiify, 433 ¥34 867, 869 {B.C. Cir. 2006) (emphasis in original). Accord 
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regulations and the USPC's do not create a significant risk of proton 



standard set forth m 
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parole rehearaags for inmates ssrviog life sentence from three years to 
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Immk Circuit, &e Stqweme Court agsresed tfeat, where the inmate had been 
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bioularly, in Mamies, where California change! the frequency of pare 
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every retroactive pcooedunl change acting a risk of affecting an inmate's 
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itter of degreed Gbmer, 529 U.S. at 250 {qmUng Mamies, 514 U.S. at 509), 
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se the Parole Board's and die USPC's offense accountability periods differ is not supported 



egones wftere parole is 



not merit parole is because 



•use it increased both Ms Salient Factor Score 



to 



Plaintiff for superior program achievement Id The fact of the matter is that the two honiiddi 
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m raseoie. 



Ms year, the USPC went outside of the numerical guidelines to deny Plainti 
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t in more than one 



Gamer, 529 U.S. at 254. 



Dismissal is proper here because, unlike Garner, Plaintiff carrot even claim that the 
period between parole hearings has been extended by up to five yearn to Plaintiffs case, the 
USPC has reheard his case every other year since the initial hearing except in 2006, when 
Plaintiffs retajing was continued until 2007, to other words, the USPC has had the 
to exercise its discretion over Plaintiffs suitability for parole but has denied same because 
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2007 US, DuL Lexis 34381 <W,D. Vt 2 



dismissed a complaint alleging facts identical to Plaintiffs. Id, at 3-6. Relying on the 
observation that the Parale Board's system and the USPC's for initial ai*d parole rehearings 
"mirrored" each other, Fletcher, 433 F.3d 86? at 869, the court found that application of the 



not create a significant risk of prolonged incarcraation, 
Id. at 20. After dismissing the complaint because the regulations did not significantly differ 
facially, the court also preempted any argument that a difference could be shown by the 



n 



'$ practical implementation because the plaintiff benefitted from the deductions for 



aaa orainary program dewtopment. Mmre, supra, at 20, hill 

The inescapable conclusion from the above is that Plaintiff cannot show that a significant 

of prolonged ineatGecation ensued from the use of the USPC'a regulations became they- 
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er insignificantly from the Parole Board's. Therefore, no set of 
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Plaintiffs complaint should be dtatmssed. Dismissal is also appropriate because Plaintiff 
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Moreover, the IXC- parole guidelines are no longer good law, Rather, with the transfer of 
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Act, &c relevant repilatioas are 



those found in Title 28, Code of Federal Regulations. 



no comrttettoaal right, to be nfeased cm parole 
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statute. Eg., McRm v. £fym«« ? 667 A.2d 1356 (DC. App. 1995) (B.C. pmfe statute and 
regulations do not create a liberty interest in parole, and 
scoring system). It is tether established law that the merits of parole decisions made under the 
IXC statute are not reviewable by courts. Eg., Bennett v. Xfeftp, 633 A.2d 824, 826 (DC. App. 
1993) (court does not review merits of parole decision in habeas corpus); Jones v. Braxton, HI 
KM 1116 (DC App. 1994Kcouxt refused to review claim that Parole Board based its decisi 

because merits of parole decision not reviewable). 

CONCLUSION 
For all of the foregoing reasons, this action should be dismissed. 




M 



JEFFREY A. TAYLOR, D.C. BAR # 498610 

United States Attorney 



/sf 



RUDOLPH CONTRERAS, D.C. BAR # 434122 

Assistant United States Attorney 



Ca^eOfe; 



HCL Do 



^vr-* f f ■? £ ^fwwv 



7 PaSSUSf^§ 



/s/ 



* ^l^^-V^-T^p^-pTV 



ssistant united States 
5 Fourth Street, N.W., 
Washington, D,C. 20530 



( 



7 



Cas 




fm mtW'Mf $m W8$w 



HEREBY CERTIFY thai on this 17* day of September, 2007, 1 caused 



i* 



» **^° t 






service of the 



AMY JUDGMENT to be made on the/xre *e plaintiff via finrt class mail; 



INALD & FUIPORY 



KENNETH ADEBONOJTO 

Special Assistant United States Attorney 



-"-^-TT'i'-'imin iiifru i 11 - ■ ■ ■ - - .1 



*■ * F Hi 



Washington, D.C. 20530 



(202) 514-8780 (facsimile) 



iilStOfW 

Case 




iVfe*'* - ^* 1 ^" 



-CWT650-ESH Document 33-2 Filed 09/24/2007 Page 19 of 



{£ 1 of 1 



MOTION for Summary Judgment by EDWARD F. REILLY, JR, CRANSTON J 



uj.LW 






UK 



r^ r% & jtv 



i3 JL A 



v.-/ t^j 



CIA 



f^^ 3f ' V" 



r 



/ 



/ JT-l 



I* / 



5ee 




)9/24/2007 09:01:41 






?*-»«-»™-v-i"^«^»**w * 1 ■■, ■,, | n-.Mj.-.,,M,ij,.- 





kl History/ 



unseats 



urea 




G 1 007- 



fattps i //ecf ded , uscourts. go v/cgi - bin/HistDocQry . p I ? 1 0* 



53052947286^- ShowDktTxt 



ns 



9/24/2007 



Cam4$mwm^®M3^CiDocQm§!Sft-Mi% 




'$${28 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
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5 S MOTION TO CONS 
CIVIL RIGHTS COMPLAINT 
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NA8€¥ UmM WHITTiNGTOR OLE 
U.S. DISTRICT COURT 



Come now the plaintiff , Reginald S. Puifory, by and through this 
pro se motion and pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedures 42(a) 
respectfully request leave of this honorable Court to consolidate this 



pending Civil Rights Action in Reginald S-- Puifory ys 
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,t 



In support of this motion Mr, Puifory states: 

1. Plaintiff Reginald S. Puifory, filed the current pending Civil 
rights Act on date of 06/05/2007. There has been no substantive 
pleadings in this case commenced to dated; 



3 



filed on 09/25/2006. 

ins in the primary 



The case Titled 1 :06-cv-01650-ESH was 

case has not proceeded to trail and 
pleading stage; 

Because these two cases are [related] and involve the same 
questions pertaining to the application of the IKS* Parole 
Commission Procedures as applied to District of Columbia 
violators , allowing the cases to be consolidated will make 
the best use of the parties 1 resources and conserve the 
icial resources of this Court. 



This 



Wherefore, for all of the foregoing reasons , Plaintiff Reginald S* Puifory 



respectfully request 



t this Court grant this Motion to Consolidate 



tf i I III- 



4- a-. 



two pending cases 



before this Court 
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CERTIFI CATE OF SERVICE 

I, Reginald S- Puifory, hereby declare under penalty of pre jury and in 
compliance with Title 28 O.SvC* §1746, that I have served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing plaintiff's Motion to Consolidate upon 
the following: 



Kenneth Adebonojo 
U.S. Attorney's Office 
555 Fourth Street, 



* w * 



5 



■* ^-J * 



l-H^ 



7 



served by first class U.S. mail, postage prepaid on this 7$ 



or 




<*i 



007 



day 




o se 



US.P Lewisburg 
P.O. Box 1000 
Lewisbur: 



S A 



PA 17837 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 



■jt)C 



i"yjf^i 



F. RBILLY, Jr. 

amle Caoniiseloii, el aL 



Chairman, U.S, 



> 



»»* . WT:*S 




* rStT^W 



* * « 



1 



vf"*: 



'*e 



cornel, raspectftjlty requests nn 



otue 



ti T ■■* 



■^Hit* /*•, 



spouse 



was- due y&tenky; Ddfaidraf - $ motion should be granted because Defendant failed to file mi 
answer of other lespoase fc to excusable aqgfect. fa ^i|^ort of M$ motion^ 



L 



& oooopiaziiE wm 



service was 



j?£jf* 



2007, Initially, the case- wa^ assigned to Assistant United State Attorney Judifii Kidweil. 



?¥cr ? me 



a&miam 



to EEen S, Huvelle, U;S.D J, Aim* th^m is Ri 
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As in tfae ate matters, Plaintiff coateaidb that Defeadant's reapiatiotts violate Hie 



ion because the regulations have the effect of 



£%t SL*#WJi 



mi 



iV* 



aemtrs ontipjaxra raises only le; 



issues that can 'be adequately addressed in dispositive motions, Accordingly, Defendant seeks 



JG1 



4, Moreover, Defendant's ability to prepare a dispositive motion was hampered by 



*e$os; 



xcusaole neetect 




ice* if 00y a 



.ClCfc 1981), 



*, * 



addition, Plaintiff is not prejudiced by a alight delay. Accordingly, Defends respect&lly 



ex&rc&e its 



to fete a dispositive motiott. 



7. Since he fa incinerated, it is Impracticable for the undesigned to confer with 



:'^i ^ 



mm. Gmi Rule 7<m) requires 8< feounsd w to discuss &0&dis{K>sihVe motion wil 
opposing comseL^ It does not require counsel to discuss those motions with oto se parties 



less* it has be 



en the general practice of this office to attempt to discuss such motions 



witn ncmpn: 



t. * 



m m informed by, and consistent with, Local Civil 
3(a). Local Civil Rule 163(a) excludes prisoner pro se parties from the Court's meet- 




poor to a s 



i HOG 



$mi$pnmmr 



conference LCvR 163(a) (emphasis 



ca^js^m^M^t^HiciPommMiMt^ 







Mm* 



ta& August 27. 2007 




Attorney 




Assistant 
United S 



555 4th Street N.W. -Room E4212 



(202)514-7157 



Ca ^aW^W9o§£$ 
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->±j^. -TiiJj * 



■3fc* f #8 



*o 



ai 



v» 






* ., N 



) 



U.S. ) 



f-ttVL. * 



is mate having come before thte Ccwt on Defendants* Motion for mi Jmlmmmmi of 



Time to file a dispositive motion, it is hereby 



4- £ 



StUUI 11 



* ft- B 



i$ 



* , -* 



^* 
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CpCjt^ J?, 




aoLu *J^ ¥ 




> ?Jt_? 



iF SERVICJ 



•mil] 



so Ul€ 



a dispositive motion in respond to Plaintiffs complaint was mailed by depositing a copy of it in 



th^ 11 



first class postage prepaid, addressed to: 




- Penitentiary 



Box, 1000 

mbwtm, PA 17837 



on this j£8|h day of August, 2007 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



REGINALD S. PUIFORY 



Plaintiff 



EDWARD F. RE ILLY, JR., et al 

Defendants , 



) 



) 



/ 

) 
) 
) 

) 



> Civil Action No- 1 :O7-cv-O10O7-RCL 









P 1 1 21 



u.s, mi 



TO CONSOLIDATE 
CO&PLAIMT 

Come now the plaintiff, Reginald S. PUifory, by and through this 

pro se motion and pursuant to Federal Role of Civil Procedures 42(a) 

respectfully request leave of this honorable Court to consolidate this 

pending Civil Rights Action in R eginald S, Fuifory vs. Edward F« 

Reillv, Jr.. et al., 1 >G7~cv~G100?HRCL in conjunction with Sellmon vs 




et al* « l:Q6:-cv~0l65O-~ESH 



In support of this motion Mr. Fuifory states; 

1. Plaintiff Reginald S. Puifory, filed the current pending Civil 
rights Act on date of 06/05/200/. There has been no substantive 
pleadings in this case commenced to dated; 



3 



The case Titled I :06~cv-0165G-ESH was filed 
case has not proceeded to trail and remains 
pleading stage: 



Din 
in 



09/25/2006. 

e primary 



This 



Because these two cases are [related] and involve the same 

questions pertaining to the application of the IKS* Parole 
Commission' Procedures as applied to District of Columbia 
violators , allowing the cases to be consolidated will make 
the best use of the parties * resources and conserve the 
judicial, resources of this Court* 



ierefora* for all of 



foregoing reasons. Plaintiff Reginald S* Puifory 



respectfully request that this Court: grant this Motion to Consolidate 



the two pending cases bet ore this Court 



Ca^ a ^^-fjfJ^y6§fci^i^CLDocB«gptiiat% 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 



I, Reginald. S\ Puifory, hereby declare under penalty of pre jury and i 
compliance with Title 28 U.S.C. §1746 , that I h&v6 served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing plaintiff's Motion to Consolidate upon 



the following 



£? 



Kenneth Adebonojo 

U.S. Attorney ^ b 



^ 



481 



? 



&, lug. ■* 



served by first class lh,S* mail* postage prepaid on this 




o 




2007 




Reg^anld STFETI 
Faff. No. 10597-0 
U'.SP Lewi's burg 
P.O. Box 1000 
Lewisburg, PA 17837 



day 




